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GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


DR. HUGHES’ PARIS SPEECH. 


To the Editor of THE HOMEOPATHIC WORLD. 


SirR,—In your journal for September my friend Dr. 
Cooper makes two statements regarding myself, one of 
which needs explanation, while the other is entirely 
unwarranted. I shall be obliged if you will allow me to 
substantiate these allegations. 

1. Dr. Cooper writes : “I see in your last issue that 
Dr. Hughes feels himself obliged to condemn your Materia 
Medica on the ground of its not distinguishing between 
cured and pathogenetic symptoms.” The reference 
seems to be to a report of a speech made by me at the 
late Paris Congress. It fairly represents the sentiments 
I expressed ; but I must be allowed to say that I did not 
use the word “ condemn ” (if I did employ it) in any 
judicial sense, which would, of course, have been quite 
unbecoming. I did, moreover, qualify my fault-finding 
with a cordial acknowledgment of the good work done by 
the author, which the modesty of the reporter has led 
him to omit, and the absence of which Dr. Cooper seems 
to feel. 

2. For the second allegation made regarding me I find 
not even such basis as above : “ Dr. Hughes, as I under- 
stand him, considers that however excellent your (Dr. 
Clarke’s) work may be, it does not represent homeopathy.” 
The only thing that corresponds to such an opinion in 
the report is this : “ He did not deny that clinical 
symptoms were often of use in effecting cures. But what 
he said was this : ‘ You may cure with a clinical symptom ; 
but if you do you are not practising homeopathy.’ ” (it 
should have been, by the way, “ you are not prescribing 
homeopathically.”) Now, such a statement can only be 
translated into that which Dr. Cooper fathers upon me 
by supposing that Dr. Clarke’s Materia Medica consists 
of nothing but clinical symptoms. 

As Dr. Cooper does not impugn either of the positions 
I have taken up (when rightly understood), I need not 
follow him further in his letter—resting content with 
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having cleared myself from misapprehension in_ the 
matter. 
Iam, Sir, 
Yours very faithfully, 
RICHARD HUGHES. 
Brighton, Sept. 18, 1900. 


[I am glad to have from Dr. Hughes a general endorsement 
of the correctness of my report of the discussion on the 
Cyclopedia at the Paris Congress. As Dr. Hughes was him- 
self reporting for the Homeopathic Review, I hoped he would 
have given a full report of it himself. In this I was dis- 
appointed, as he only sketched it very briefly. It is quite true 
that Dr. Hughes did not actually say, as Dr. Cooper implies in 
his letter, that my Dictionary of Materia Medica “ does not 
represent homeopathy ; ” but Dr. Cooper was not without some 
warrant for the inference, as Dr. Hughes himself explains. Dr. 
Hughes’ judgment on my work was based on the supposition 
(which is quite true) that clinical symptoms are admitted into 
the body of it without in all cases being distinguished. (My 
reasons for this are fully set forth in the Preface to the work.) 
Dr. Hughes is not quite sure that he used the word “ condemn ”’ : 
neither am I ; but about the effect of whatever word or phrase 
he used I am quite certain. The omission to distinguish 
clinical from pathogenetic symptoms being the charge against 
my book, it is impossible not to connect with it Dr. Hughes’ 
statement about the use of clinical symptoms in prescribing 
not being homeopathic prescribing. Hence, I say, Dr. Cooper’s 
inference was not without warrant. 

I am not quite clear whether Dr. Hughes means by his 
parenthesis—(“ it should have been ‘ you are not prescribing 
homeopathically ’* ’’)—that he ought to have said this, or that he 
actually did say it. My own recollection is that it was as I 
have reported it. Dr. Hughes’ remarks were made in English, 
and this passage struck me as so important that I immediately 
took down the words as I thought I heard them. However, it 
does not make any difference, as far as I can see, whether 
we take “ practising homeopathy ” or “ prescribing homeo- 
pathically ” as the words used. There may be a difference 
between the two, but if there is, I confess my mental vision is 
not equal to the task of discerning it. But I mention this 
here because, in an article published in another part of this 
issue, I have used my note of the passage as a text. I would 
have altered in it “ practising homeopathy ” to “ prescribing 
homeopathically,” as Dr. Hughes thinks it should have been so, 
but that would entail a number of verbal alterations throughout 
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the article in no way affecting the sense. The article itself 
was in type before Dr. Hughes’ letter reached me ; and, I may 
add, a large part of it was written in Paris not many hours 
after the discussion took place. 

I am very much obliged to Dr. Hughes for the kind words 
he said about my work in general ; but it was not so much 
modesty that made me omit them from my report, as the fact 
that they had no bearing on the point in dispute. 

JOHN HENRY CLARKE. ] 


